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Well, it's a month now since President Clinton took office. And for those of 
us who
are Democrats, it's time to put up or shut up. For a long time, we've been in opposition.
Now, with a Democratic Administration in power, it's time for us to make the 
government
work.
This is as true in trade policy as it is on the budget, on infrastructure investment or on
health care reform. For years, we have pushed for a more vigorous trade policy that relied
less on good will and diplomatic considerations, and more on serious action to open markets
to American goods.
We now have an opportunity to create such a trade policy. Today, I will lay out my
view of the legislative agenda for trade policy in the next year, and the issues where I think
there is real potential for progress.
First, I expect that the Administration will submit the NAFTA to the Congress for
approval, accompanied by side agreements on environmental protection and 
labor standards.
Second, I expect to resolve the Uruguay Round, one way or another. I am not so rash
as to predict a successful resolution; but I still have my hopes.
The President has made it a priority; I will support his request for an extension of fast
track negotiating authority; and we may well see an agreement this year. But if we don't get
a GATT agreement this year, I don't expect to see one at all.
Third, we will consider the two trade bills I've introduced -- the reauthorization of
"Super 301" and the Trade Agreements Compliance Act. I expect that we will pass them, 
and
that the President will sign them.
Trade policy, whether in the form of bilateral agreements, domestic law or multilateral
agreements, should do a few simple things. It should open markets. It should 
create jobs. It
should make America stronger. I believe all three of these priorities have the potential to do
that.
[more]
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The first item I'd like to talk about is the North American Free Trade Agreement.
You all know what this agreement could mean for our economy. It would create the largest
single market in the world, comprising 360 million consumers with 
a GNP of $6.5 trillion a
year.
According to the recent International Trade Commission study, by 1995 the NAFTA
would mean a net gain up to 93,000 new American jobs, and a rise in American GDP of up
to 0.5%. It will mean stronger protection of intellectual property. More US 
exports of auto
parts, steel products, industrial machinery and other manufactures. 
And a larger market for
U.S. wheat growers, lumber producers and other agricultural industries.
The text of NAFTA is agreed upon. By calling for its approval in his first address to
Congress, President Clinton has underlined its importance for 
our nation. If he submits it to
Congress accompanied by guarantees of environmental protection 
and retraining for displaced
workers, and deals with some shortcomings stemming from a hasty negotiating process, 
it will
be an agreement that opens an historically closed market, raises our national 
income and
creates jobs.
I would expect such an agreement to have a very good chance of approval.
On the environmental side, Mexico's laws are reasonably good. However, in practice
they are not enforced. This raises concern on the one hand 
about increased continental
pollution as Mexico grows; and on the other hand it calls into question the 
ability of
American-based firms to compete with plants in Mexico that have lower costs because they
do not comply with environmental laws.
As a remedy for this, I have proposed using the environmental side agreement to make
the tri-national North American Commission on the Environment an effective enforcement
body.
NACE could receive complaints of noncompliance, investigate them, and recommend
action to national environmental protection agencies. If national authorities fail to 
take action
in a reasonable time, the complaint could go to NAFTA dispute resolution procedures.
Penalties could range from banning the products of a single offending firm to snapping
back tariffs on offending industries to pre-NAFTA levels.
Second are labor standards. The NAFTA will require American firms, and American
workers, to compete with Mexican firms with lower wages and a history of less rigorous
health and safety regulations. America will not prosper with a low-wage, low-skill economy.
It is essential that the NAFTA serve not to lower wages and weaken workplace standards of
health and safety in the United States, but to raise them in Mexico.
[more]
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In some key sectors, Mexican wages remain at about a tenth of the United 
States
level. There is no question that this will have an effect on some American 
industries. And
there is no question that some Americans will lose jobs. Last week, a Mexican bank -- partly
owned by the Mexican government -- was caught financing a fund created 
to buy American
companies and move them to Mexico. In and of itself it 
was a scandal, of course, but it also
underlined the problem of displaced workers.
That is why it is so important to do as President Clinton has promised. We must
ensure that workers who suffer because of the NAFTA get help.
A comprehensive worker adjustment plan, which could be funded at least in part by a
small border fee, must' Ie in place before the NAFTA goes into effect.
Finally, a number of individual industries are concerned about the present text 
of the
NAFTA. Many of these concerns are quite legitimate.
The sugar industry is concerned that the NAFTA's present text could give Mexico 
an
incentive to substitute corn syrup for sugar as the sweetener in its domestically 
produced
foods and drinks, and export its entire sugar crop to the United States, damaging the
American sugar program.
For another example, the flat glass industry believes that the tariff reduction 
schedule
will give a monopoly Mexican glass producer an unfair price advantage which would do great
damage to American plants.
For a third, the NAFTA text gives wine producers from Chile an outright advantage
over American wine.
And the NAFTA text -- which many forget is a trilateral agreement including Canada
as well as the US and Mexico -- makes no changes in the agricultural provisions 
of the
Canadian Free Trade Agreement, which allow Canada to continue subsidizing wheat exports
and damage American wheat growers. I expect to include provisions to address 
this problem
in the implementing legislation for the NAFTA.
These industries have reasonable points. I would hope that such questions can be
resolved either in discussions between the two Administrations, or through implementing
legislation after the submission of the NAFTA to Congress.
A good-faith effort by the Mexican government to address these obvious 
shortcomings
would buy considerable good will in Congress.
[more]
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The Uruguay Round offers us a gloomier prospect. A modem-day Nietzsche might
well conclude that "GATT is dead."
Well, I wouldn't go that far. GATT is not dead. But it's very sick. I will support
President Clinton in his brave attempt to revive and finish the Round -- but he does 
not have
an easy job.
The current Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations has dragged on for nearly seven
years now, over two years past its scheduled conclusion. I still believe 
we can achieve a
good agreement. And when President Clinton asks for another extension of 
fast-track
negotiating authority, I am prepared to support him on a short 
extension that keeps the
European Community's feet to the fire.
But this ought to be the last time. We have been over all the issues before, and we
know the components of a successful agreement well.
We want to protect films, computer software, sound recordings and other intellectual
property works from piracy and ensure that they have access to foreign 
markets. But this
must not depend on American willingness to give up anti-dumping and other provisions 
of
domestic law needed to ensure fair trading practices. Weakening those laws would 
set back
rather than advance the cause of free trade.
We want to continue progress in reducing tariffs abroad. The current version of the
GATT agreement, based on the Dunkel Paper, does little or nothing in that area. It 
leaves in
place, for example, tariffs on wood products and tariffs on semiconductors, 
including the EC's
14% levy.
We want to reduce trade-distorting subsidies in agriculture. We have done more than
compromise here already. Our original proposal of completely eliminating 
these subsidies has
degenerated into an oilseed agreement under which the EC must only reduce their subsidy 
by
24%. They already planned to do this as part of their Common Agricultural Policy reform. 
I
am concerned that we have already given up too much.
We have put good offers on the table in all of these areas. We are ready to sign a
good agreement. But prolonging these talks indefinitely risks a 
bad agreement.
As I said, I am prepared to support a bill extending fast-track negotiating authority for
GATT for six months to a year, along with a four-year extension for bilateral agreements.
But we do not need more than that.
If we cannot conclude a good GATT agreement by the end of that time, we should
accept the fact that we are unlikely to get a good agreement. I will not 
support additional
[more]
5
conditions on fast-track, and I will not support a further extension of fast-track authority
without progress toward an agreement that meets our original goals.
That is not a disaster. The great historian Gibbon wrote, "all that is human must
retrograde if it does not advance." Perhaps that is true of the world trading 
system as well as
the Roman Empire. But the trading system can advance by means other than 
GATI. And
Gibbon, that lucky man, had not conducted oversight hearings on seven years of GATT:
negotiations.
We are ready to conclude a GATT agreement. We have put forward fair proposals.
It's now up to our negotiating partners. In my view, no Uruguay Round agreement simply
means a continuation of the post-Tokyo Round situation, plus progress in domestic law,
bilateral negotiations and NAFTA.
That is a lot better than a bad agreement which legitimizes unfair trade practices, locks
trade-distorting subsidies into place until a further Round is completed, and endangers
domestic American remedies for such damaging policies. It would not be 
the end of the
world.
The final area I would like to address today is domestic trade legislation. As you
know, early this month I introduced two bills -- a renewed authorization of the 
"Super 301"
law, allowing the US to identify a range of closed sectors in foreign countries; 
and the Trade
Agreements Compliance Act.
I would hope to pass these bills early in the Congressional session, and to do so I plan
to include them in the bill renewing fast track negotiating authority for GATT and 
for
NAFTA-related agreements.
The bills have caused a good deal of consternation -- mostly among foreign trade
bureaucrats, but also among some American economists who should be pleased by my
legislation, because it's good for their product too. Once passed, my bills 
will help them
export their theories on free trade and open markets to countries which haven't 
yet adopted
such views.
These strange bedfellows have mounted a campaign in the press to call my bills --
along with any other government activism on behalf of American business 
-- protectionism.
They are nothing of the sort. Protectionism, to me, means a tariff or 
other policy designed to
shut foreign goods out of the home market. It does not mean hard work to open foreign
markets; neither does it means attempts to achieve some reciprocity. And that is what 
these
bills do. To borrow President Clinton's words, they will enable us to implement a policy
based on "opening up new markets overseas" and on "fair trade rules in international 
markets"
-- not a protected domestic market or a retreat from fair competition.
[more]
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That is what these bills can help us achieve. During its previous authorization, Super
301 closed no markets here in the United States. Instead, it opened supercomputer, forestry
and satellite markets in Japan, and helped end genuinely protectionist import licensing in
Brazil. It will be just as successful this time. And in my opinion, the prospect 
of that
success is the reason for all the anguished wails and righteous huffing and puffing emanating
from foreign capitals.
Likewise, the Trade Agreements Compliance Act will close no American markets.
Instead, it will ensure that foreign markets opened on paper will be open in fact. It 
gives the
business community a way to make sure that deals like the Semiconductor Agreement 
with
Japan or the agreements with China on intellectual property and 
prison labor meet their goals.
By doing so, it will give the public confidence that the agreements 
we sign are worth more
than the ink and paper'they consume, and will thus actually fend off protectionist 
sentiments.
Finally, we will also consider the question of trade with China. Most of you know my
views on this issue. Many of you heard me speak on it a few weeks ago. So I won't 
dwell
on it longer than to say we have serious trade concerns with China, including prison labor,
intellectual property and a ballooning trade deficit. I hope to work with the Clinton
Administration on a policy that makes progress on human rights and weapons proliferation 
as
well as on trade, but.does so by using smart, selected policy tools rather than by isolating
China through denial of MFN status.
President Clinton has, at long last, given us the economic. leadership we need. The
plan he announced last week makes real cuts in the budget deficit, 
and commits us to
renewed public investment in modern infrastructure and critical technologies. These 
actions
are essential if our economy is to grow and if our firms and workers are to compete
successfully in the long run.
It is also essential that we adopt a strategic trade policy, focused on opening markets
and ensuring that competitive American products have a fair shot. We can achieve it through
a successful NAFTA.
We can achieve it through a Uruguay Round agreement which meets our goals, or
through recognition, after a last honest try, that our trading partners are not ready 
for an
agreement. And we can achieve it through legislation that enables 
us to open markets when
multilateral or other means fail.
I believe we can make this agenda our national policy during the coming
Congressional session. And I look forward to working with you 
to do just that.
